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1 Introduction 



If the modern organizational self-improvement quest 
had a single beginning, it was probably with the pub- 
lication of In Search of Excellence by Thomas Peters 
and Robert Waterman. Many, many books since then 
(A Passion for Excellence by Peters and Nancy Austin, 
The Change Masters by Rosabeth Moss Kanter, and 
High Output Management by Andrew Grove, just to 
note a few, not to mention all the more-recent attention 
on the pursuit of "total quality") have led to an unprec- 
edented amount of scrutiny of — and improvement in — 
service areas throughout our economy. 

Each approach differs slightly from the one just 
before it; each one has its own strategies, theories, and 
rationale. But there are three important ideas that 
consistently thread through these approaches: 

• high quality service is desirable 

• high quality service is necessary 

• high quality service comes from just a very few 
things 

Furthermore, fundamental to each of these ideas is 
the assumption that service quality can be measured. In 
fact, it turns out that in order to create and maintain the 
very highest levels of quality, measuring and assessing 
quality must be done on a regular basis. Excellence 
should not just be assumed or taken for granted; quality 
levels need to be explicit, assessed, and publicly com- 
municated. 

In practical terms, however, most of us take on such 
a task only when we think there might be some serious 
problems in our area, or in order to justify additional 
funding. Understandable, because measuring and as- 



sessing quality is not easy to do. Many of the ordinary 
measures available to typical service organizations, 
such as repeat customers and strong profitability, are 
not appropriate in a campus setting where most infor- 
mation technology departments play to a captive audi- 
ence of users who have no choice but to use their 
services if they want any services at all. In addition, 
most campus computer centers have no measures of 
either profitability or even cost recovery. The number 
of steady users and the computer center's budget can 
be identical in two similarly sized computer centers, 
one delivering high quality services and the other a 
dismal failure. 

Even monitoring the number of user complaints or 
keeping a problem log is not the answer to the measure- 
ment of quality. A department having a larger number 
of complaints than one on another campus may not 
necessarily be delivering lower quality services; in fact, 
the way the complaints are handled is much more 
indicative of relative service levels. It has been shown 
over and over that handling a user's complaint or 
problem in the right way may be the very best method 
for winning a loyal fan. Similarly, few complaints or a 
short problem log do not necessarily mean the com- 
puter center is doing an excellent job; it may mean the 
users have become so frustrated by a lack of respon- 
siveness that they have given up complaining. 

So it's not a particularly straightforward task to 
assess quality; certainly results won't come as easily as 
when we measure CPU cycles or lines of code written 
in a clay. But we have to do it. It's imperative. Why? 
Because everyone else on campus already knows the 
answer. 
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2 This Is the Right Time 



Wh ile a good argument can be made that assessing 
quality is an activity that can and should be done 
anytime, there are two important trends in higher 
education right now that make this the ideal time to do 
a self-assessment. 

• Technology today is much more visible — to every- 
one on campus — than ever before in its history. 

Weal! remember the days when the only places we 
found campus computer centers were in the basements 
of buildings designed and dedicated to other purposes. 
The computer center was the largely unseen setting of 
some mysterious activities that occasionally resulted in 
printed payroll checks, class rosters, and, with some 
luck, an SPSS printout. 

Echoing the depth of its typical physical location, 
computing has traditionally been very much a bottom- 
up affair. The areas in which we made our first real 
impact and progress were in the college's daily, opera- 
tional activities such as the business office and the 
registrar's office. Admin istrative offices that take care of 
the day-to-day business of the college, the library, and 
faculty engaged in writing, research, and administra- 
tively oriented classroom activities (such as grading 
and other record-keeping) were all increasingly well 
served by computing in the late 1 980s. We then slowly 
began to make our way up the managerial ladders into 
deans' and vice presidents' offices and out to the 
students themselves, both in their classrooms and in 
providing them with administrative services. 

Today, technology is everywhere (actually, we're 
getting to the point at which it h so everywhere that it's 
almost invisible again). It is making more and more of 
an impact on campus, and reaching higher and higher 
places. As we progress through the 1990s, we are 
beginning to see more longer-range computerized de- 



cision support, more actual hands-on useof microcom- 
puters by higher-level administrators and deans, more 
useof devices such aselectronic mail and conferencing, 
and more interest by presidents and vice presidents in 
new technology tools for the future. We are even seeing 
the work itself begin to change: as technology increas- 
ingly penetrates the upper reaches of the campus, new 
ways of accomplishing old tasks are also beginning to 
emerge, and we are seeing increasing interest in ideas 
such as "reengineering." 

What does this mean for campus computing? For 
one thing, it means increased visibility for the service 
departments themselves. Computer and information 
technology services is emerging from being a back- 
room support organization in a basement somewhere 
and increasingly taking its rightful place as a strategic 
campus contributor. This isgood, of course, and some- 
thing we all wished for, but it has come at the cost of a 
lot more scrutiny than we ever had to deal with before. 
More people noticing what benefits computing brings 
to the institution means more people paying attention 
to how much it costs, how many people work in the 
computer center, how fast the maintenance budget 
goes up, and how often someone needs to have a 
desktop machine replaced. 

With all of the benefits that have accrued from 
increased visibility has cone the added burden of 
attention from a lot of worried people. That brings us to 
the other major trend in higher education today: 

• Colleges and universities are experiencing an al- 
most desperate need for accountability. 

Higher education is increasingly being held ac- 
countable by the public. Where are all of the dollars 
going? Are tuition money, grant and foundation dollars, 
and government funding being sensibly spent? How 



3 



well are college students really being educated? Is 
college today still "worth" attending, and if so, at what 
price? What is the real purpose of a college education 
in today's society? These and other soul-searching 
questions are being asked from virtually all quarters 
today, including federal and state governments; as a 
result, higher education is in something of a turmoil in 
developing and articulating appropriate, well-thought- 
out, and relevant answers. 

Thequestioning is every bit as intense, and growing 
increasingly so, internally on campus. How are profes- 
sors evaluated? Should there be tenure? What should 
constitute a "core" curriculum? How are top adminis- 
trators selected? Are we doing enough of the right things 
for minority and disabled students? Along with these 
questions, of course, are others concerning resources, 
and the manner in which they are being spent. Tuition- 
dependent institutions continue to be concerned about 
declining enrollments for the 1 990s. 

Under these circumstances, and especially with 
computing still being perceived as so expensive, it is 
quite understandable that hard questions of technologi- 
cal accountability are being asked with increasing 
frequency. After all, many reason, it makes more sense 
to have to take a couple of big hits in selected areas than 
to do an across-the-institution budget reduction. Where 
do we hit? How about the department we still don't 
understand very well? The department from which we 
still have a lot of trouble seeing the return on invest- 
ment? You know the one — the department mentioned 
in that article in The Chronicle of Higher Education, 
"The computer center has replaced the library as 
academe's bottomless pit." 1 

In this climate of accountability, information tech- 
nology services is at a disadvantage. It has to compete 
with campus priorities whose benefits may be more 
immediate or more obvious. Even though there are only 
a few (usually) who would question whether the com- 
puter people are busy (the computer service depart- 
ment is usually an obvious hub of activity), more people 
than we might realize do question the value of what's 
going on, and whether the campus could be making 
better choices than continuing to pour money into 
computers, given limited resources, 

There is unquestionably more progress being made 
in campus technology pursuits, but there is also more of 
^''?mancl for payoff. More than ever before, benefits 
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need to be clearly stated, and not just technological 
benefits for their own sake. New initiatives in comput- 
ing need to be accompanied by benefits forthe campus 
mission itself; contributions to the furthering of the 
institution's goals, both academic and administrative, 
have to be clearly and forcefully expressed. 

The combination of greater scrutiny brought on by 
both increased visibility and a growing demand for 
accountability make this an excellent time to do an 
assessment of the institution's information technology. 

But why should it be a se/f-assessment? 

Those of us who are or have been computing directors 
may know what it's like to be told by the person we 
report to that he or she has called in an outside 
consultantto review ourdepartment. If you don'tknow 
this experience, you're lucky, since it is probably one 
of the most painful things one can go through. Your 
main task becomes trying to maintain an objective, 
non-defensive, "good-soldier" posture while at the 
same time trying to defend every decision you've ever 
made to a group of outsiders who don't have a clue 
about your real circumstances. The worst p^rt is know- 
ing that the review is being conducted because there is 
a perception, whether based in reality or not, that your 
department has some very serious problems it can't 
take care of itself. The experience is nothing short of 
excruciating. 

And what about outsourcing? In a sense, looking at 
outsourcing as a way of providing the institution's 
computing services is another way of asking, "How 
much are you willing to pay for a high-quality comput- 
ing environment?" john Gehl, last year in EDUCOM 
Review, reflected on this issue of the relationship 
between value and evaluation: 

There used to be a lot of TV ads in which the 
salesman would add product after product to some 
fabulous offer of juicers and food processors and 
utensils and ginzu knives, and after each product 
was added, the frenzied pitchman would ask the 
question: "Now how much would you pay?" Now 
ihat's evaluation. It's done all the time in the 
marketplace. It'sdeciclingwhatsomething is worth. 
In the vernacular, it's putting your money where 
your mouth is. ... The question at evaluation time 
isn't whether the ginzu knife was able to dice a 
carrot or whether the software product had func- 
tionality; the question at evaluation time is: Look- 
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ingbackon it from where you are now, what should 
you have told the fellow when he asked you, "Now 
how much would you pay?" 2 

Outsourcing is not just an alternative to be consid- 
ered only when the internal people are in trouble; it's 
being looked at more and more today as a sound 
financial move — a cost-effective vehicle tor providing 
campus computing services. How many computer 
directors are surprised when the subject comes up? 
How many have surprise turn to astonishment when an 
outsourcing company is actually called in to do an 
evaluation? How many are just completely unprepared 
to present their administrations with another alterna- 
tive to outsourcing based on their own objective assess- 
ments of the institution's information technology area? 
Outsourcing may or may not be a good thing for the 
institution to do, but it's a sure bet that the institution 
will be in a better position to make this decision if they 
have solid, viable alternatives to look at. 

It is far, far better to do an assessment yourself 
before it ever reaches a crisis point. It is so much easier 
to unearth difficulties and deal with them before they 
reach a level of visibility that turns them into big 
problems. It is so much easier to make a rational case 
for keeping computing services inside when you have 
time to prepare the case fully, without the Sword of 
Damocles in the form of an outsourcing threat hanging 
over your head. 

Note, by the way, that doing a self-assessment does 
not preclude your asking an outsider to assist, whether 
that is someone from within the institution, or a col- 
league from another campus, or even a professional 
consultant. There could very well be some significant 
benefit gained in the objectivity that an outsider usually 
brings to an assignment of this sort. But it is still a self- 
assessment if the person is doing iton yourbehalf, with 
the results delivered just to you. 

Why not ask the users? 

Ed Koch, the former mayor of New York City, used to 
make a habit of asking, "How am I doing?" to anyone 
likely to give him an answer. He asked it often and 
unhesitatingly, even when he suspected the answer 
was not going to be to his liking. Although Koch is no 
longer mayor, and although his popularity waned 
dramatically toward the end of his final term, he is still 
q known and respected for having asked the question. 
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Asking the users of computer services how the 
computer services department is doing can yield some 
very valuable information. It is an important way of 
staying in touch with the users, and of preventing the 
department from becoming too isolated and solely self- 
appraising. Asking users their opinions may produce 
some surprises, or it may confirm what is already 
known; in either case, it is something that should be 
done regularly, in both formal and informal ways. 
However, asking the users to participate in this self- 
assessment is not appropriate. While, for at least part of 
the assessment, it is going to be very important to try to 
see things from the users' point of view, their actual 
views are not relevant to th's purpose, and soliciting 
them will only be distracting. 

That may sound strange given the current politi- 
cally correct emphasis on customer service, but it isn't 
really. A self-assessment allows an internal focus and 
an emergence of an inner-directed evaluation. As indi- 
viduals, it is important to hear what others think of us, 
but it is also important (and involves a different task) to 
ask what we think of ourselves and to try to answer as 
honestly as possible. It is no different for a department. 
The locus of evaluation in this case is internal; assess- 
ments from external sources require a different strat- 
egy. 3 

Who should do a self-assessment? 

Everyone should do a self-assessment, at least once a 
year. Even if you think that you're doing the very best 
job you could possibly do; that you have the best, most 
dedicated staff; that users are being very well treated 
and the administration is being very well served; that 
funding your department is absolutely the wisest way 
for the institution to spend its technology dollars, you 
should do a self-assessment. If you are right about your 
sense of quality, then the assessment will confirm it 
with an objective process that you can use as a commu- 
nications vehicle to others. If you are wrong, you'll 
have an opportunity to correct your problems before 
they get out of hand. 

1 Chronic le of Higher Education, 2 May 1 990, p. A1 5. 

2 John Gohl, "Nine Cents' Worth/' EDUCOM Review, March/ 
April 1993, p. 17. 

3 "Asking the Users: H$' Are We Doin^" 77k* EDUTECH 
Report, May 1991. 
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3 What A Self-Assessment Is 



The self-assessment offered here is meant to be used by 
all higher education institutions. It doesn't matter 
whether the school is public or private, large or small, 
rich or poor. It doesn't matter how long the institution 
has had computing facilities, nor whether they are 
organized in particular ways. The questions will apply 
in almost every circumstance, and form a package that 
accomplishes four important tasks. 

• A self-assessment is preventive medicine. 

First, and most important, a self-assessment is pre- 
ventive medicine. Just like vitamins or an aerobic 
exercise regimen, a self-assessment can be an invalu- 
able tool in preventing major problems from, happen- 
ing in the first place. For instance, gaining the realiza- 
tion through a self-assessment that one of the th ings the 
information technology department ought to be doing 
is constructing more formal project plans with a great 
deal of user participation may very well prevent the 
next major project from going seriously awry. 

A self-assessment is an anticipatory mechanism; it 
is a way to find the kinds of things that should be 
modified to enhance the computer center's operations 
and services, and a way to look for signals that there is 
trouble brewing. Used in this mode, it is proactive 
instead of reactive; it is a way to break away from 
constantly putting out fires by finding ways to promote 
fire safety and prevention. 

• A self-assessment is a diagnostic tool. 

Second, this assessment is a diagnostic tool for a 
computer services department in trouble and, further, 
it can provide a roadmap to improvement. When The 
EDUTECH Report published an article on self-assess- 
ment a couple of years ago, 4 , one of the most interesting 



responses came from a financial vice president, to 
whom his institution's computer center reported. He 
thought the methodology and the sample questions the 
article outlined were interesting, but doubted that most 
computer center directors would be inclined to do such 
an assessment, thereby eventually forcing the need to 
have an evaluation done by outsiders. He went on to 
say that the only computer center that would do a self- 
assessment is the one that doesn't need to. 

That could be true if the purpose of the assessment 
was to figu re out where to place blame. But that isn't the 
point at all. The point is to figure out what's wrong, to 
identify those factors that are contributing to a less- 
than-highest-qualitycomputingenvironment, and then 
to attack those problems. It doesn't really matter how 
the problems got there, or who made what decision 
way back when that led to all this; what matters most is 
the diagnosis and, based on that, the cure. Saying that 
the only departments who will do this are the ones who 
don't need to is the same as saying that the only people 
who will have their blood tested when they feel overly 
thirsty all the time are the ones who don't have diabe- 
tes. 

• A self-assessment is a comparative measure. 

Third, a self-assessment is a way to get a compara- 
tive measure — but only against potential. That is, the 
major question that a self-assessment asks is, "How 
well are we doing, relative to how well we could be 
doing?" This is not the same question as, "How well are 
we doing relative to other institutions?'' There are no 
numeric scores here; thistool will not lead to the higher 
education version of the Computerworld 7 00. 5 Its 
purpose is to assess how well the information technol- 
ogy service department is doing the job it has been 
given to do. 
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Itisalsonotthesamequestionas/'Howwellarewe 
doing relative to some arbitrary ideal?" Nor is it a trend 
analysis; it does not ask, ''How well are we doing 
relative to how well we used to do in the past?" The 
point is to compare the information technology ser- 
vices department to its own potential. The potential is 
always relative; it depends on the department's level of 
resources, the place it occupies in the institution's 
hierarchy, the legacy of hardware and software deci- 
sions that were made in the past, and a whole host of 
other factors. 

It doesn't matter if Majoreastcoast University has 
brought CAD/CAM capability to every dorm room and 
you haven't; it doesn't matter if every book you read 
tells you that you should have implemented wireless 
communications by now and you haven't; and it doesn't 
matter if you are maintaining 500 microcomputers this 
year and last year it was only 400. While all of these 
comparisons have importance in some sense, they are 
not part of a self-assessment. What really counts here is 
whether you are doing the right things and doing them 
well, given what's possible under your particular cir- 
cumstances. 

• A self-assessment promotes alignment with 
users' assessments 

Finally, a self-assessment is a way to more closely 
align one's own eva luat ion of qua I ity with the receiver's 
(user's) evaluation, whether the latter is explicit or not. 
Up to now, if we measured anything, it was only those 
things relatively easy to measure: lines of code per day, 
number of CPU cycles, percent of mainframe down- 
time, numbers of microcomputers. When all of those 
numbers seem satisfactory, or fall within the "right" 
ranges, it may be difficult to understand why the users 
don't seem happy. One of the important things we are 
beginning to realize now is that these quantitative 
measures do not get at the heart of the issue, which is 
whether the information technology department is 
actu ally doing a good job, as seen by its customers and 
by institutional management. 

Earlier, you read the answer to the question con- 
cerning why a self-assessment is imperative: "Because 
everyone else on campus already knows the answer," 
They do. They may not have articulated it yet, but every 
user on campus, and every person in the administration 
and among the faculty who is concerned with the way 
the institution spends its money, already has a porcep- 
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tion of the information technology services on campus. 
In general, that perception will have less todo with how 
much (or how little) disk space there is than with how 
much technical jargon the computer people use when 
they talk to others. Doing this self-assessment will help 
you identify why the campus community's perception 
is the way it is, and, if necessary, how the perception 
can be improved. 

How does a self-assessment differ 
from an audit? 

It is important to keep in mind that a self-assessment is 
not an audit. The purpose is not to look for areas of 
control or potential mischief; the emphasis is not on 
compliance, asset protection, reliability and accuracy 
of data, or any of those audit-oriented subjects. The 
questions are designed to examine issues at a more 
strategic level than in an audit; that is, although they do 
encourage a deeper look than might be done ordi- 
narily, they are not as detailed or as control-oriented as 
the ones an auditor would ask. The answers are meant 
to provide insight into the broad array of services the 
department offers, and the manner in which those 
services are administered and delivered. 

In addition, the assessment is designed to elicit 
information, not just data. The answers are meant to be 
weighed and judged, and are open to a certain amount 
of interpretation. Many of the answers will be more 
subjective than objective, and none will be answered 
numerically. 

Most importantly, the focus of a self-assessment is 
on effectiveness, assessing the quality and quantity of 
technology resources, the department's responsive- 
ness, and the policies that promote effectiveness. The 
focus of a traditional audit is on efficiency and control, 
the use of resources relative to the production of output, 
and the procedures used to make things efficient and 
under control. 



"Be Your Own Consultant : Review Computer Servii es," The 
L'DUTECH Report, April 1989. 

5 The Computcrworkl 100 is on .innu.il quantitative ranking of 
the top 1 00 organizations, measured by the effectiveness of their 
use o!' information tec hnology. It is oigani/ed by induMiy, but does 
no! ini lude education, higher or otherwise. 
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4 The Mechanics 



There are just four basic steps in a self-assessment: 
asking the questions, answering them, evaluating the 
results, and constructing an action plan based on what 
the results reveal. 

The actual doing of a self-assessment should not be 
so burdensome that people will run shrieking in the 
hallways at the prospect of it. To give the whole thing 
credibility, it should be defined as a formal project, 
with a beginning and an end, and the head of the 
information technology department being assessed 
should be the project manager. However, the assess- 
ment itself should take no longer than a week or two, 
perhaps longer in large institutions, with the writing up 
of the results taking a bit longer. There is not much, if 
any, research required to answer the questions, since 
they are much more qualitative than quantitative. These 
are usually the sorts of issues thatpeople can respond 
to directly, without having to look things up, so the 
assessment is not particularly difficult in terms of infor- 
mation gathering. 

The assessment can be used for the entire range of 
information technology services on campus, or only for 
a piece of it; for instance, it could be used at one time 
just for computer services, leaving out telecommunica- 
tions, audio-visual, and so on, and then at another time, 
it could include everything. If there is more than one 
computer center being administered by a single depart- 
ment, the assessment should include all of them at 
once. However, if there are separate departments for 
administrative and academic computing, the assess- 
ment for each should be done independently. (Com- 
paring the results could be very interesting!) 

As many internal information technology staff as 
possible should be involved in thinking about and 
O wering the questions. For large departments, small 



group meetings are usually the best way togo, although 
not necessarily organized along division or position 
lines. That is, it is likely to be more fruitful if the group 
answering the questions is made up of a mixture of 
people, including programmers, operators, user sup- 
port people, and so on, rather than just one type. In a 
smaller department., one or two meetings of the whole 
department will probably be all that's necessary to 
complete the assessment. In all cases, the results should 
be distributed back to all who participated. 

One of the most important things to remember is 
that because this is being done internally, there is 
nothing to defend. The point of the assessment is not to 
fix blame or to rehash the past. The point is to identify 
areas of improvement for the future. Therefore, it's in 
everyone's best interests to be as honest as possible. 
Again, it may help to use an outsider to assist, but that 
is not a necessity. 

About the questions 

The questions in the assessment (which are found in 
Appendix A) are arranged into six categories: planning, 
policies and procedures, facilities and staff, products 
and services, organization and external relationships, 
and funding. The questions have been developed 
through a combination of many years of talking with 
higher education information technology managers; 
many discussions with other higher education people, 
including presidents, deans, and chief financial offic- 
ers; and a great deal of reading about what makes an 
information technology organization effective. Based 
on those discussions, observations, and experience, 
the questions were developed to have a direct relation- 
ship between the answers and the probable implica- 
tions and consequences of the answers. 
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It is possible that as you read through the questions 
you may see things that nay not appear to be relevant 
or important in assessing your department. For ex- 
ample, you may think it's okay to have service priorities 
determined internally in the department. That's the 
way it's always been, and it seems to work most of the 
time; besides, most of the users, and certainly most or 
all of the upper administration, do not want to get 
involved in this. You and your people are smart enough 
and have been around long enough to determine 
what's best for the school. So your answer to the 
question, "Is priority setting controlled by the users and 
accountable to the administration?" will be "no," and 
you might also add, "But so what? It's not a problem that 
we do it this way." But, in fact, it is a problem or, at least, 
an incipient one. It has been shown time after time, in 
countless institutions, that as the demand for services 
grows, deciding who gets which services eventually 
puts the computer department in a classic no-win 
situation. You will have to turn down more and more 
requests, you will face increasing risk of alienating all 
end users at one time or another, you will continuously 
have to rely on your own judgement about what's best 
for the school, and, inevitably, the wrong person is 
going to get so angry with you and your department that 
there will be a major crisis. No matter how fast you 
dance, or how well you juggle, you will never be able 
to keep up with the demand and keep everyone happy. 
You don't need to be the bad guy; what you need is to 
have the users determining among themselves what's 
best and then looking to you to be the heroic 
implementor of their decisions. 

In a case like this, there is a certain amount you may 
need to take on faith. Each question was put into the 
assessment deliberately, and while it would be difficult 
to make the case that any "no" answer automatically 
spells trouble, a question that is answered with a "no," 
"maybe," or anything less than "yes" at least suggests 
that the topic could probably use further scrutiny. A 
great many negative answers probably indicates that 
the department is either already in, or rapidly ap- 
proaching, big trouble. On a more positive note, if all 
or even most of the answers are "yes," then it is 
probably fair to say that xhe department is in terrific 
shape. The greater the number of positive answers, the 
more assurance the computer services department and 
others on campus have that things are going well and 
will continue to go well. 



Many of the questions will require you to look at 
situations from the users' point of view, and to presume 
what their answers might be to the same questions. You 
may find it more difficult to answer these, but in many 
cases your presumption of the answer may be as 
important as the real answer itself. This is especially 
true if you decide to follow up the self-assessment with 
a usersurvey.Testingyourpresumptionsthroughauser 
survey will very likely turn out to be an important and 
interesting thing to do, although, as mentioned above, 
askingthe users theiropinions isnotaformal part ofthis 
self-assessment process. 

Not al I of the answers are black or white. Some are, 
but many are meant to be deliberately thought-provok- 
ing and not easily answerable off the cuff. Taken as a 
whole, they add up to a picture of a well-balanced, 
effective, high-quality information technology service. 
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5 Dealing with the Results 



By its nature, the assessment will reveal interesting 
results. Some of these may come as a surprise; some 
may merely confirm what everyone in the department 
already knew. In either case, the results should lead to 
a plan of action. 

In the happy circumstance of a wholly positive 
assessment, the results should be shared with others in 
whatever way is appropriate. Of course, an information 
technology services department in this situation will 
already be held in high esteem on campus, but includ- 
ing the assessment in the department's annual report, 
for instance, would be a good way to communicate the 
department's high level of quality without being self- 
aggrandizing. 

The harder situation, of course, is when the assess- 
ment turns out to be less than positive. In this case, the 
results need not be shared with others outside the 
department; in fact, no one else even needs to know the 
assessment was done. However, it is important to bear 
in mind that a lot of negative answers probably indi- 
cates that problems are showing up externally anyway. 
Basically, the department has two alternatives for the 
next step: 

• Alternative 1 : Ignore the results and hope this will 
all go away. 

This will likely be the most tempting alternative, 
since it involves doing pretty much the same thing as 
before. It also can easily be justified by focusing on why 
"the problems aren't my/our fault": we don't have 
enough money; the users are too demanding; my boss 
doesn't understand technology; my boss doesn't un- 
derstand me (us); the users haven't made enough of an 
investment to make their computing pay off; all of the 
^ above. 

eric 



The risk in pursuing this alternative K obvious: 
eventually someone isgoingtodemand an accounting, 
and you will most likely end up on the receiving end of 
an outside assessment (and maybe worse). No one will 
care about the reasons given above, especially the 
outside consultants called in to do the assessment; they 
have heard it all before (yawn). There is a much better 
alternative. 

• Alternative 2: Develop an improvement plan. 

Begin with the assumption that a "no" answer to 
any question may indicate a problem, even if that 
problem has not yet manifested itself. Then look at the 
area in which the greatest proportion of negative an- 
swers emerged, decide whether the negative answers 
really are indicative of problems or potential problems 
in your particular circumstances (try to be as objective 
as possible about this), decide whether it's something 
that can be fixed, and fix it. In many cases, the solution 
won't even cost anything (in dollars, that is). 

Too simple? Remember, the questions were de- 
signed to evaluate quality and effectiveness; "no" an- 
swers reveal gaps in the ingredients for success, even if 
the lack of success hasn't shown up yet. Filling in the 
gaps now, beginning with the areas of the greatest 
number of negative answers, will prevent failure from 
ever showing its ugly head. 

Of course, there will be some things beyond your 
control. For instance, it isn't necessarily up to you to 
determine the level of funding the institution is pre- 
pared to provide for information technology, orwhether 
to have a high-level policy committee. However, it is 
entirely possible that you have more control than you 
think. Start with a positive stance. Assume that you can 
at least have an influence on these things, even if they 

14 
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are not directly subject to your control. Sometimes that 
influence can turn out to be major, or you may be able 
to influence someone who can influence someone 
else. The point is to not simply shrug off certain areas 
just because they are outside your direct domain. 

It is also important not to be distracted or deterred 
by red herrings. It is too convenient an excuse for 
inaction, for instance, to blame limited resources for 
everything. But a close examination of whatever nega- 
tive answers have emerged in your assessment may 
very well show that it isn't a money issue at all; it's an 
attitude change that's needed, or a new procedure that 
needs to be developed, or a new approach to service 
delivery. It may be entirely possible to effect positive 
changes w!;hout spending a cent. 

What if the assessment is wrong? 

In general, the results of the assessment should match 
your intuition— if, that is, you are being honest with 
yourself. If they do not, and you think the assessment 
may be wrong (that is, you show more negative answers 
than you think are really indicative of problems), then 
maybe it is. The questionnaire is not perfect. It may not 
match your particular circumstances well enough, or 
you may find you need to adapt it to your institution and 
your department. But you need to be careful here that 
you are not falling into the very understandable temp- 
tation to close your eyes to the truth. If you are, it is 
absolutely inevitable that eventually someone will 
open your eyes for you. 

Ideally, the assessment will pinpoint areas that 
need some attention, areas where you may have been 
experiencing feelings too vague to deal with 
("Something's wrong but I don't know what k is ..." or 
"I think we're basically doing okay, but maybe we 
could be doing better ..,"). Often just the process of 
doing the assessment is beneficial in bringing people in 
the department together and focusing on the right 
issues. In such a case, whether the results are positive 
or negative, and whether they are accurate or inaccu- 
rate, something has been gained. 



All of us involved in providing and supporting 
information resources on our campuses must con- 
stantly remind ourselves of the ultimate objective of 
what we are doing, namely, facilitating the schol- 
arship of students and faculty. Except in a very few 
disciplines, technology is not an end in and of 
itsHf — it is the means to achieve some other schol- 
arly aim. Technology, however, has an allure and 
a seductiveness that occasionally catches all of us, 
and we forget the original goal as we become 
captivated with the process. 6 

What, then, are the true ingredients for excellence? 
On the whole, two characteristics mark the excellent 
campus information technology service department, 
and they both fall directly out of the "ultimate objec- 
tive" Hawkins talks about. The first is that it assists in the 
efforts to provide and improve the quality of education. 
The second is that it assists in lowering the cost of 
administering and delivering that education. In other 
words, the information technology services provided 
by the excellent computer center, by contributing 
directly to the goals of its institution, help make the 
institution both more effective and more efficient. 

It is incumbent upon us, as higher education infor- 
mation technology professionals, to strive for excel- 
lence. The information technology department is one 
of the few departments on campus whose services are 
highly visible to so many people, and whose services 
affect on a day-to-day basis the persona I productivity of 
faculty, students, and administrators. It is alsooneof the 
few departments with such a large budget. We just have 
to be as good as possible. It is, therefore, very important 
to keep asking ourselves how well we are doing. 

Excellence is a game of inches, or millimeters. No 
one act is, perse, clinching. But a thousand things, 
a thousand thousand things, each done a tiny bit 
better do add up to memorable responsiveness and 
distinction ... . 

Tom Peters and Nancy Waters 
A Passion For Excellence 



Excellent IT services 



As Brian Hawkins wrote in the book he edited for the 

EDUCOM Strategy Series, Organizing and Managing ' Brian L Hawkins ' Ort>anizin$ <md Manaw'n}* Information 
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Appendix A: Self-Assessment Questions 



Section 1 : Planning 

A. Strategic and long-range planning 

i : Is there a multi-year plan for computing and 
" J telecommunications in place for the whole 
institution? 

{ i If so, was it drawn from institutional objectives, 
" 1 even if those objectives are not fully articulated? 

j ; Was the planning process a participative and 
collaborative one? 

j i Is the plan updated on a regular basis, such as 
1 1 once a year? 

; j Is the plan written in non-technical language 
with goals and objectives that are meaningful to 
a broad base of campus people? 

B. Operational planning 

| j Is there a one-year operational plan in place, 
1 J with a projected budget? 

I I Are annual reports done to show actual activi- 
1 ! ties and expenditures compared with what was 
planned? 

C Disaster recovery planning 

j | Is there a written disaster recovery plan in 
' place? 

I i Has it actually been tested? 
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, Does it i nclude office-based systems as wel I as the 
; computer center? 

' j Does it include academic computing facilities? 

] Doesitincludethetelecommunicationsnetwork? 

D. Project planning 

i ' I Are there formal, written project plans for every 
* : major project the information technology 
services department undertakes? 

Have the users participated in creating these 
1 ; plans? 

Do the plans specify project goals and objec- 
1 tives, deliverables, budgets, responsibilities, 
staffing levels, and deadlines? . 

i Are the project plans constructed with the 

' understanding that there will be changes to the 

deliverables and that a change order process is 

needed? 

Section 2: Policies and Procedures 

A. Customer service 

| j Is a service orientation promoted and well 
1 1 understood throughout the department? 

I I Are users always well treated and responded to 
1 in appropriate ways? 
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j J If the users had to pay for the department's 
services with real money, would they? 

B. Service level agreements 

I" " ■ Are there written service level agreements 
between the information technology depart- 
ment and its users? 

j 1 Do they cover every major service provided by 
■ the department? 

; : Have these agreements resulted from a negotia- 
tion process involving the users and taking into 
account current resource levels? 

C. Status reports 

r "\ Are regular status reports issued to the campus 
[ ■■ 3 community to describe current usage levels, the 
tasks awaiting action in each of the service 
queues, and expected time to resolution? 

D. Priority setting 

j j Is the priority-setting process for the department 
1 objective and well understood? 

j ; Is it controlled by the users and accountable to 
' the administration? 

; | Can the process be bypassed for emergency 
work without creating a crisis? 

! j Is the work backlog short enough not to dis- 
courage people from asking for reasonable 
requests? 

f | Is everyone clear on how new technology 
; initiatives are justified? 

E. Standards 

j | Are there hardware, software, and procedural 
standards that both computer staff and users are 
encouraged to follow? 

j j Are programs always written the same way, 
using reusable code and libraries whenever 
possible? 

O 
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i | Are there choices within the standards that 
allow users to retain some local control? 

r Does the department staff widely promote 
ethical computing to the institution? 

F. Security 

! "i Are the computing facilities secure? 

i Is data security taken seriously? 

Does the security function include procedures 
for department staff as well as guidelines for 
users for decentralized data and equipment? 

j Are there sufficient edits to make sure bad data 
do not enter any of the systems? 

Are there watchdog procedures to make sure 
unauthorized access to data is recorded and 
followed up on? 

G. Problem tracking 

Is there a system in place for recording, track- 
ing, and resolving problems ? 

i ; Is it clear to the users whom to call for help? 

; ' Is there an emergency user notification process 
in place for such things as machine outages? 

H. Inventories 

| J Are inventories kept of all computing resources, 
including microcomputers, terminals, printers, 
and supplies? 



Section 3: Facilities and Staff 

A. User access 

! J Are facilities in convenient and safe locations? 

| | Are all of the services and facilities provided by 
1 the department easy to access, and easy to 
obtain assistance for? 

17 
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["" j Are facilities in convenient and safe locations? 

i" "| Would a new user know where to go to get 
' involved with computing? 

r j Is there user documentation for every service 
'' area in the department? 

i \ Is it well written and accurate? 

B. Utilization reports 

i ■ Are there formal ways of measuring actual 
1 " usage of each of the major services areas within 
the computer department, such as mainframe(s) 
CPU hours, online transactions, programming 
hours, printed pages, help desk requests, micro- 
computer allocations, e-mail messages, etc.? 

C Capacity planning 

j : Are usage statistics checked regularly against 
capacity on items such as mainframe response 
time, operator overtime hours, and disk storage? 

[ ; Are there established ways of dealing with both 
under- and over-utilization? 

D. Productivity tools 

j j Are fourth-generation tools, such as non- 
: procedural programming languages, relational 
database management systems, and CASE tools, 
either in use already or planned tor near-future 
use? 

j j Are they, or will they be, accessible by both 
1 ' administrative and academic users? 

E. Research and development 

i j Is there a "research and development" function 
' within the department to assure that technical 

innovations and recent developments are not 

overlooked? 

F. Staff background and experience 

I | Do all staff members have experience in higher 
1 ' education? 
O 
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j I Are the "politics" of higher education institu- 
4 ' tions an accepted part of the work environ- 
ment? 

; ; Do the staff who work directly with end users 
1 ■ understand the users' work environments, 
including goals and objectives? 

j Do all staff members have enough technical 

L -" J expertise? 

j ! Do most or all staff members use microcomput- 

l "- J ers? 

I I Does everyone in the department have excel- 

: lent interpersonal communications skills, both 
orally and in writing? 

G. Staff training 

j Is there a formal staff training and education 

" ' program? 

> Is it reviewed on a regular basis to make sure it 

1 - j is up to date and serving genuine staff needs? 

j j Is it geared toward the higher education envi- 
1 ~" ronment? 

j" j Are the skills and talents of the staff well 
1 1 matched with user service needs, as opposed to 
the department's perception of service needs 
being shaped by the staff's current strengths and 
capabilities? 

| | Are staff members cross-trained so that service 
1 ' areas are not vulnerable to someone's absence? 

H. Staff attitude 

j j Do staff members see themselves as productive 
1 work partners with their users? 

I j Do they have high self-esteem without being 
' ' arrogant or unapproachable? 

I j Is morale in the department good? 

| j Does the staff feel well rewarded for its efforts? 

IS 
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: Is everyone in the department clear on what is 
expected from them? 

I. Staff turnover 



Is the turnover rate among the computing staff 
: at a high enough level to regularly bring in fresh 
ideas, but low enough so that it is not disrup- 
tive? 

Are open positions filled relatively quickly? 

Are compensation strategies (taking into ac- 
count benefits and intangibles) competitive, or 
at least reasonable? 

J. Student employees 

Does the center make use of student workers in 
"■ ■■ every case where feasible? 

Are the students encouraged to see themselves 
as staff members, with corresponding rights and 
responsibilities, especially concerning data 
security, reliability of performance, and atti- 
tude? 

Do students generally tend to stay with the 
department throughout their academic careers? 



Section 4: Products and Services 

A. Direction 

Are the department's products and services 
moving toward a distributed computing envi- 
ronment? 

Is the department's philosophy supportive of 
self-sufficiency for end users? 

\ Are there tools available to promote end-user 
computing, such as a report writer, download 
software, and a query capability,? 

B. Architecture 

; Is the system architecture sufficiently flexible to 
promote end-user computing and control? 



Is the right combination of mainframes, micro- 
computers, and minicomputers used to provide 
solutions to end users? 



Are data definitions consistent and understood by 
— all those creating and having access to data? 



Is the data communications network widespread 
throughout campus? 
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C. Applications development 

Are there formal ways of determining which ap- 
1 — plications should be supported by purchased soft- 
ware, which should be developed in-house, and 
which should be a combination of the two? 

D. Delivery 

Are projects always completed on time? 

Are deadlines always met? 

Are budgets always adhered to? 

. Are the deliverables always perceived as valuable 
by the recipients? 

Does the department always fulfill its service level 
commitments? 

E. User Training 

;" " ' Is there a training strategy for users? 

Does it make the best use of a variety of resources, 
including self-paced instruction, classroom train- 
ing, one-on-one assistance, and video? 

F. Quality assurance 

Is there a formal quality assurance function in the 
department? 

Does it have oversight on all service matters, 
including program maintenance, administrative 
production, mainframe response time, data secu- 
rity and integrity, etc.? 
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G. Backlog 

I | Is the backlog of service requests, especially for 
applications programming changes and en- 
hancements, at a reasonable level? 
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Is it short enough so as not to build up a "hid- 
den" demand or guilt on the part of users in 
asking for something? 



H. Outreach 

F "I Does the department have a customer outreach 
function? 

|" ] Are there ways to let academic and administra- 
- tive users know about technological innova- 
tions in their areas and new sources of materials 
and information? 

j """] Are users regularly canvassed to determine how 
1 3 the department can be helpful to them? 



Section 5: Organization and 
External Relationships 

A. Organization 

j " j Are the institution's information technology 
; ! services organized in such a way as to promote 
both economies of scale and end-user respon- 
siveness? 

[ "j Has the institution achieved the right balance of 
" centralization and decentralization so that the 
entire community is being well served in the 
most cost-efficient ways? 

| j Is there sufficient coordination among related 
1 service areas to assure the institution that 
everyone is moving in the same direction? 

B. Reporting 

I ■ Does the computer services department report 
' to the right level within the institution? 

O 
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I 1 Does it report to a person knowledgeable 
enough about computing issues to be able to 
provide substantive guidance and support? 

Does the president support information technol 
u — J ogy for the institution as a whole? 

Does the department get enough of the right 
kind of attention? 



C Advisory committees 

j j Is there a computing advisory committee made 
' — up of high-level faculty and administrators to 
advise on broad policy and priority matters? 

r ~j Does this group meet at least twice a year? 

D. Users groups 



Is there a users group (or perhaps more than 
one) that discusses operational matters and 
helps resolve priority issues and matters of 
resource allocations among computing services 
users? 

Does this group meet at least six times a year? 



i I 



E. Data security and integrity 

| j Are users responsible for the data kept on 
computers? 

j ' " ] Is there a consistent flow of data throughout the 
L " institution so that processing cycles, census 
dates, and backup procedures are both under- 
stood and used by everyone? 

F. External support 

[ ~ ] Are there resources on campus, in addition to 
1 1 the computer services department, that are also 
supporting users' needs? 

j I Are there library staff members, department- 
based "power users," or application-specific 
users groups (such as microcomputing) from 
which users can get help or advice? 
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G. User expectations 

I | Are expectations of end users realistic, given the 
1 1 institution's funding of information technology, 
capabilities of current technology, and their 
own perceptions of what their investment needs 
to be (education and training, participation in 
planning and setting priorities, providing 
specifications, review, and evaluation of 
deliverables)? 

H. User satisfaction 

: \ Are the users' perceptions about both the 
— ' quality and quantity of computer services 
favorable? 

i"H If the computer department were in a competi- 
ta - ' tive situation, would it retain its customer base? 

Are the users generally willing to abide by the 
L -~ guidelines and standards set by the computing 
department? 

i Are user satisfaction surveys conducted on a 

" ~ ' regular basis? 

! j Do the users hold the department's staff mem- 

1 ■ ■ J bers with whom they work in great esteem? 

I. Management satisfaction 

; j Are the administration's perceptions of the 
l — - - efficiency and effectiveness of computer ser- 
vices favorable? 

' ] Does the department have influence with 
"" decision-makers? 

j"""; Is the person in charge of information 
u " "~ ; technology services thought of as a part of the 
institution's "management team"? 

I I Do top-level people make regular use of the 
1 ' department's facilities and services? 

J. Communications 

! ~ j Are there both formal (regular meetings, news- 
1 1 letters, open door hours) and informal ways of 
communicating with others on campus? 



j" "1 Are they used by everyone in the department? 
K, Credibility 

i I Does the department have credibility on cam- 
l — 1 pus? 

I "] Are the staff's opinions sought and valued? 



Is the department a regular participant in other 
planning activities, such as new building 
construction or building renovation, capital 
campaign planning, enrollment management, 
and so forth? 



Section 6: Funding 

A. Level 

; ! Is funding at an appropriate level to support the 
institution's technology goals? 



Does the level of funding accurately reflect the 
level of importance that technology has to and 
for the institution? 

Does information technology services receive a 
steady percentage of the institution's budget 
from year to year? 



B. Funding requests 

j Do requests for funding for additional resources 
— - (programming time, microcomputers, disk 
space, etc.) come from the users, rather than 
from the computing department? 

C. User awareness 

; i Are all users aware of the cost of computing? 

\ j Is there a mechanism (for example, a charge-out 
system) which encourages users to make use of 
computing services in an efficient manner? 

I "] If there is no charge-out, do users have to justify 
their requests for services in some way to the 
people to whom they report? 
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I | Do users make educated requests by appreciat- 
! — ' ing and understanding fully the costs (dollars, 
time, etc.) and consequences (adjustment of 
their and others' deadlines) of their requests? 

D. Gifts 

[™! Are donations and gifts-in-kind actively solic- 
1 — ' ited from alumni and companies? 

j j Are the activities of the computing department 
L presented in such a way that donors are moti- 
vated to give support to these efforts? 

j" '1 Are computing initiatives included in grant 
L " ' proposals and, if there is one, in the capital 
campaign? 
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Are there guidelines for the solicitation and 
acceptance of technology gifts to the institution? 



j "j Is there a way of ensuring both consistency and 
c " J usefulness of any hardware, software, or com- 
munications products that might be donated? 

E. Capital budgeting 

j* I Is there a capital budgeting process for informa- 
" J tion technology to minimize unexpected costs 
and to provide for orderly growth? 

j~ "j Is a replacement or depreciation factor built in? 

F. Generating income 

Have ways to develop income been explored? 

| ] Has a student fee or a tuition increase been 
L_j considered? 

| ] Is there a possibility of selling technology 
1 — J resources to outsiders (for instance, microcom- 
puter training)? 

Are grant opportunities pursued on a regular 
basis? 

["'" ] Has the institution thought about reselling 
telephone services, cable TV services, and/or 
computers to students? 



G. Outsourcing 

r~! Has outsourcing some or all of the information 
: — 1 technology services been explored? 



°2 
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Appendix B 

The CAUSE/EDUCOM Evaluation Guidelines for Institutional Information Technology Resources are reprinted here with permission from 
CAUSE and EDUCOM. CAUSE is a nonprofit professional association whose mission is to enhance the administration and delivery of 
higher education through the effective management and use of information technology in colleges and universities, and to help individual 
members develop as professionals in the field of information technology management in higher education. EDUCOM is a nonprofit consortium 
of higher education institutions which facilitates the introduction, use, access to, and management of information resources in teaching, 
learning, scholarship, and research. Since the publication of these guidelines, CAUSE and EDUCOM have been joined by the Association 
of Research Libraries in the creation of the Higher Education Information Resources Alliance (HEIRAIIiance), which plans to undertake 
a revision of these guidelines in 1994 to recognize the increasing importance of networking information resources and its impact on academic 
libraries. 




C4C£E:/EDUC0M 

evaluation guidelines 
for institutional 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY RESOURCES t 



The purpose of this document is to provide institutions and regional accrediting 
associations with evaluation guidelines for information technology resources that 
they could use as a reference when developing their own standards for this area. 
These guidelines have been developed based on accreditation team experiences. They 
also have been reviewed and endorsed by the CAUSE and EDUCOM Boards, two key 
organizations in the information technology field in higher education (see back page). 



INTRODUCTION 



In the last decade, institutions of higher education 
have invested heavily in information technology 
resources. In particular, the availability of low 
cost, high powered desktop workstations has ac- 
celerated the move to distributed computing and 
high speed local and national networks. Organiza- 
tional structures, often the most traditional parts 
of our universities, have been changing in re- 
sponse to the growing importance of information 
technology resources to the achievement of insti- 
tutional missions. 

Recently, calls fr^m within and without the uni- 
versity to "take stock of how we are doing" have 
been heard. While self-assessment is not a new 
phenomenon in higher education, much national 



attention has been focused on it as a result of 
national reports on the "state of higher education." 

One of the primary approaches to evaluation in 
higher education is the regional accreditation pro- 
cess. Accreditation is a voluntary, non-govern- 
mental effort by institutions. Its basic goals are to: 

• Assure the educational community, the gov- 
erning board, and the public that an institu- 
tion has clearly defined educational objec- 
tives and has developed an environment that 
supports achieving those objectives accord- 
ing to agreed standards. 

• Encourage educational improvement by self- 
study and periodic evaluation by qualified 
professionals. 



t Information Technology Resources— This includes academic computing, administrative computing, 
and telecommunications resources (voice, data, and video). Since accrediting guidelines have been 
established for libraries, these guidelines do not focus on that area. <j q 



The accreditation process is overseen through 
regional and specialized agencies (for instance, 
engineering and business administration) which 
develop accreditation guidelines and standards 
and administer the periodic team visits. For a 
general accreditation visit these can be separated 
by as much as ten years. 

In most cases the accreditation team review is 
preceded by the development of an extensive self- 
study report by the institution that is organized 
around accreditation guidelines and standards. 
Such guidelines and standards are published by 
each accrediting agency. Only recently have infor- 
mation technology issues reached the attention of 
the accrediting agencies through the process of 
review and development of the guidelines and 
standards. 



In order to assist with one small part of the 
evaluation process, both self-initiated and by 
accrediting agencies, we offer these guidelines 
for information technology resources. We avoid a 
prescriptive approach but rather offer a set of 
questions that will help institutional planners 
clarify their approach to providing these impor- 
tant resources. In addition, these guidelines will 
help institutional management with self-assess- 
ments that are part of the periodic accreditation 
process. 

These guidelines were developed and approved 
by the Boards of CAUSE and EDUCOM, the two 
major national organizations dealing with infor- 
mation technology issues in higher education. 



GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 



Information technology resources, including soft- 
ware, data bases, computers, networks, staff, and 
other resources, support institutional academic 
programs and institutional managementyopera- 
tions at appropriate levels. 

1. Institutional Planning. The institution, in 
its planning, recognizes the need for man- 
agement and technical linkages among in- 
formation resource bases (libraries, aca- 
demic computing resources, administrative 
computing resources, telecommunications 
networking, and other learning resource 
centers). 

2. Access. Information technology resources, in 
conjunction with other learning resources, 
are conveniently accessible to all students, 
faculty, and staff. 

3. Staffing. Professional staffs with appropri- 
ate expertise are available to assist the fac- 
ulty, students, and staff in making effective 
uses of all information technology resources. 

4. Academic Program Support. The academic 
programs are supported by the appropriate 
information technology resources such as 



software, documentation, data bases, hard- 
ware, networks, etc. 

5. Management Support. The institution's sen- 
ior administration recognizes the need and 
supports the effective uses of information 
technology resources. The institution's op- 
erations and management are supported by 
the appropriate information technology re- 
sources, including applications software, 
data bases, documentation, hardware, net- 
works, etc. 

6. Resources. The institution's resources (staff, 
budget, equipment, facilities, etc.) ad- 
equately support the information technol- 
ogy resources and services function. 

7. Information Technology Planning. A well 
developed planning process involving fac- 
ulty, senior administrators, staff, and stu- 
dents is in place for the'institution's infor- 
mation technology resources and services. 

8. Committees. Appropriate structures, such 
as user and policy committees, exist to pro- 
vide guidance for the planning of the 
institution's information technology re- 
sources and services. 
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GUIDELINES 



The following sections provide questions to help 
the evaluators focus more directly on various as- 
pects of the general requirements for information 
technology resources . Rather than being-prescrip- 
tive, these questions highlight areas that should 
be explored to better understand the require- 
ments for integrating information technology re- 
sources into the institutional mission. 

Guideline #1: Quality of Applications 
Software and Hardware 

Computing software and hardware resources are 
appropriate in quality, depth, and currentness to 
support the institutions mission through its aca- 
demic program offerings and its institutional op- 
erations and management. 

1. 1 Are software and hardware resources appro- 
priate in quantity and quality to meet the 
needs of the cur ricuium and research on and 
off campus and the needs for institutional 
management and operations? 

1.2 Are the applications software and hardware 
resources regularly updated to meet the cur- 
rent academic and administrative program 
needs? ' 

1.3 Are the acquisitions and gifts of software and 
hardware consistent with the academic and 
administrative program needs? 

1.4 Are the written policies and procedures for 
the acquisition of software and hardware 
kept current and are they widely circulated 
among academic and administrative depart- 
ments? 

1.5 Do policies and procedures exist that encour- 
age the legal and ethical uses of software by 
students, faculty, and administrative per- 
sonnel? 

1.6 If an institution relies on the computing 
resources of other institutions, does it have a 
well-conceptualized rationale specifying the 
roles of both on- and off-campus computing 
lesources? 



Guideline #2: Support Services 

The planning and acquisition of new information 
technology resources are timely, and the ongoing 
support services (documentation, development, con- 
sultation, training, maintenance, etc.) meet the 
needs of the institutional users. 

2.1 Are faculty and administrators provided an 
opportunity to contribute in the planning, 
selection, and evaluation of the information 
technology resources needed by the academic 
and administrative programs? 

2.2 Are adequate support services (training, con- 
sultation, documentation, development, 
maintenance, etc.) provided to faculty, stu- 
dents, and administrative personnel to meet 
their academic and administrative program 
needs? 

2.3 Are budget allocations for the acquisition and 
the ongoing operations of information tech- 
nology resources services sufficient to support 
the academic and administrative programs, 
and are they consistently maintained from 
year to year? 

Guideline #3: Availability of Resources 

Software and hardware resources are readily avail- 
able on campus, and where needed off campus, for 
use by the institution's academic community and its 
administrative units. 

3.1 Do the operating hours of the campus comput- 
ing centers and computing laboratories pro- 
vide convenient access to faculty and students 
from both on- and off-campus locations? 

3.2 Where off-campus resources are used as part 
of the institution's programs, are students 
and faculty provided convenient access to 
these resources? 

3.3 Docs a training program in the use of informa- 
tion technology resources exist for the benefit 
of students, faculty, and staff, including stu- 
dents in continuing education and off-campus 
programs? 

3.4 Are there policies and procedures to ensure 
the integrity and security of information used 
by faculty, students, and administrators? 
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Guideline #4: Network Access 

The telecommunications network capabilities are 
appropriate to provide faculty, students, and staff 
convenient access to information resources on and 
off campus. 

4.1 Is there a campuswide telecommunications 
plan for voice, data, and video? 

4.2 Is the networking access to on-campus infor- 
mation technology resources convenient to 
faculty, staff, and students? 

4.3 Is there appropriate access to external infor- 
mation technology resources for faculty, stu- 
dents, and staff? 

4.4 Are sufficient resources (staff, budget, equip- 
ment, and facilities) available for the support 
of telecommunications? 

Guideline #5: Facilities 

The current and planned facilities for information 
technology resources and services are adequate in 
quantity and quality. 

5.1 Are the campuswide computing/telecommu- 
nications centers and computing laboratories 
appropriate for the academic and administra- 
tive programs and nature of the institution? 



5.2 Does campus space/facilities planning incor- 
porate the needs and standards for informa- 
tion technology resources and services? 

Guideline #6: Institutional Uses 

The institutional environment encourages faculty 
and staff to make appropriate and innovative uses 
of information technology resources to improve 
academic and administrative programs. 

6.1 Does the institution's mission articulate the 
role and degree of importance information 
technology resources play in its academic 
and administrative programs? 

6.2 Are policies, procedures, and incentives in 
place to encourage faculty to make appropri- 
ate and innovative uses of information tech- 
nology resources to improve the academic 
program? 

6.3 Are policies and procedures in place to en- 
courage administrative staff to make appro- 
priate and innovative uses of information 
technology resources to improve the opera- 
tion, management, and decision making of 
the institution? 



Development of these Guidelines 

The idea for developing guidelines that might be used by accrediting agencies in evaluating information technology resources on 
college and university campuses was first proposed to CAUSE and EDUCOM by Robert G. Gillespie. At the time, Mr. Gillespie was 
Vice Provost for Computing at the University of Washington, and his idea grew out of his experiences serving on several accrediting 
committees for the Western Association of Schools and Colleges. He had also drafted material on computing for the revised handbook 
on accreditation for WASC. 

The idea began to take *h . with the appointment in December 1 986 of two CAUSE Board members— David L. Smallen, 
Director of Information Technology Services and Institutional Research at Hamilton College in Clinton, New York, and Thomas W. 
West, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Computing and Communications Resources for The California State University System-to work 
on an ad-hoc basis with similarly appointed EDUCOM representatives— James Moss, Director of Computing Services at the Naval 
Academy, and Dr. Smallen, who represented EDUCOM as well as CAUSE because of his concurrent service on the EDUCOM Board, 
with Mr. Gillespie as a member at large. This joint committee worked on the guidelines for more than a year, during which time the 
notion was expanded to include the use of the guidelines not only for accreditation, but also for self-evaluation, which in the end 
emerged as a primary purpose. 

When the committee had worked out an explanation of how the guidelines might be used and an explanation of the accreditation 
process, the final draft of the document was approved by both the EDUCOM Board of Trustees and the CAUSE Board of Directors 
in the spring of 1988. CAUSE and EDUCOM gratefully acknowledge the creativity and working contribution of all the above-named 
individuals toward making these guidelines a reality. 
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Recent Titles in the CAUSE Professional Paper Series 



#6 °P en ^cess; A User Information System 

by Bernard W. Gleason 

Design concepts and principles for a user information system 
providing open and easy access to information resources for 
administrators, faculty, and students, based on the author's 
experiences at Boston College. Addresses many of the organiza- 
tional, managerial, social, and political forces and issues that are 
consequences of an open access strategy on campus. Funded'by 
Apple Computer, Inc. 24 piges. 1991 . $8 members, $16 non- 
members. 



#g Reengineering: A Process for 

Transforming Higher Education 

by James I. Penrod and Michael G. Dolence 

An overview of the principles and processes of reengineering 
(transformation) to move higher education enterprises into the new 
information/service economy. Includes a review of philosophies 
already widely used in business, applications in higher education, 
and implications of reengineering for information technology units. 
Funded by Coopers & Lybrand. 32 pages. 1992. $8 members, $16 
non-members. 
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People and Process: Managing the Human Side of 
Information Technology Application 

by jan A. Baltzer 



An examination of the management structures and approaches 
that can make the application of new technology successful. 
Focuses on research and writings of management and commu- 
nication professionals on organizational culture, managing 
change, end-user focus, attention to detail, and the importance 
of "fun." The author shares experiences of the Maricopa 
Community Colleges in these processes. Funded by Digital 
Equipment Corporation . 30 pages. 1 99 1 . $8 members, $ 1 6 non- 
members. 



4±g Sustaining Excellence in the 21st Century: 
A Vision and Strategies for College and 
University Administration 

by Richard N. Kaiz and Richard P. West 

A discussion of a "network organization" vision which the 
authors see as a necessary response of colleges and universities 
to challenges of the 1990s. Strategies set forth in this paper 
support an information-intensive modern higher education insti- 
tution, requiring increasingly sophisticated leadership and an 
administrative infrastructure which is optimized for service, 
speed, quality, and productivity. Funded by the IBM Corpora- 
tion. 22 pages. 1992. $8 members, $16 non-members. 



#1 0 Reengineering Teaching and Learning in 

Higher Education: Sheltered Groves, Camelot, 
Windmills, and Malls 

edited by Robert C. Heterick, jr. 

Five essays by information technology leaders with different insti- 
tutional perspectives about how information technology can 
change the way higher education is delivered, followed by four 
commentaries on those essays. Includes a resource list for obtaining 
information about educational uses of information technology. 
Funded by Digital Equipment Corporation. 48 pages. 1993. $12 
members, $24 non-members. 



#1 -J Reinvesting in the Information fob Family: 
Context, Changes, New fobs, and Models 
for Evaluation and Compensation 

by Anne Woodsworth and Theresa Maylone 

An exploration of the idea that professionals who manage informa- 
tion on campus— whether from the computing or library commu- 
nity—are part of a single "job family." The authors report results of 
a study designed to determine how similar or dissimilar jobs were 
in libraries and academic computing in selected universities, and to 
test a methodology for measuring their comparability. Published in 
cooperation with the Association of College & Research Libraries 
and the College and University Personnel Association. Funded by 
Apple Computer, Inc. 28 pages. 1993. $12 members of CAUSE, 
ACRL, and CUPA, $24 non-members. 
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Order these publications via mail, fax, telephone, or e-mail: 

CAUSE • 4840 Pearl East Circle, Suite 302E • Boulder, CO 80301 
Fax:303-440-0461 • Phone: 303-939-0310 • E-mail: orders@CAUSE.colorado.edu 
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IIIIDATATEL 



p y Profile Datatel hasbeenprovidingthehighestqualitycomputersolutionsandservicesformore 
than 25 years. Along with a solid history of growth, the company has shown profitability 
since its inception. Datatel is a dependable, stable company that more than 260 
institutions in the United States and Canada rely on every day. 

Datatel designs its products and services to serve the higher education marketplace 
exclusively. All products run on the Data General Corporation, Digital Equipment 
Corporation, Hewlett-Packard Company, International Business Machine Corporation, 
NCR Corporation, Sequent, and SUN Microsystems Computer Corporation hardware 
platforms to provide the best price point and open systems technology. Sixty percent of 
Datatel's staff is devoted to product support and development. Datatel coordinates all 
aspects of system installation, from hardware to software. The company offers training 
programsdesigned by adulteducation specialists, on-siteconsulting, and a response line 
accessible to clients online, around the clock, or through an 800 number from 9*00 a m 
to 8:00 p.m. EST. 

Involvement in Datatel provides continuing software development to keep pace with institutional and 
Higher Education industry changes, functional needs, and emerging technologies. The company believes 
cl ients should never have to change vendors. In this way, investments are protected and 
clients are assured of the quality of Datatel's software and support programs. Datatel 
employees participate in professional associations, such as CAUSE. Datatel products 
adhere to higher education standards set by AACRAO, NACUBO, CFAE, CASE, and the 
U. S. Department of Education. 

Products and Services Datatel has two highly specialized software products, Colleague and Benefactor, that 

help institutions control costs, streamline operation, raise money, improve student 
recruitment, and position for the future. 

Colleague and Benefactor are easy to use. Both products were designed with work flow 
in mind. Information that belongs together is located on one screen. Movement within 
and between screens is quick and simple using English-like commands for data retrieval 
so even novice users can generate customized reports. Today, Colleague and Benefactor 
clients include public and private institutions, large and small. 

COLLEAGUE 

Datatel introduced Colleague in 1979 to help college and university administrators 
manage information in a thoughtful, sophisticated way. Colleague supports and im- 
proves every aspect of an institution's operation and is an effective and reliable 
management tool. 

Made up of four fully integrated systems, Colleague can be licensed as a total 
package or as individual stand-alone systems. The systems are: 

• Financial 

Automating your entire operation 

• Student 

Tracking and supporting all aspects of student life 

• Human Resources 

Processing personnel, payroll, and position control information 

• Alumni and Development 

Automating fund-raising and alumni activities 

ERiC ~ 9 
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BENEFACTOR 

Datatel introduced Benefactor in 1986 to support the special fund-raising needs of 
colleges and universities. An excellent tool for managing institutional advancement, 
Benefactor is designed to collect, calculate, and manipulate data to provide forecasts, 
progress reports, and prospect identification. Benefactor modules include: 

Individual Information 
Gift & Pledge Processing 
Campaign Management 
Correspondence Control 
Major Prospects 
Organization Information 
Activities & Events 
Membership 
Fund Allocation 

Datatel considers its clients valuable partners in the software development process. The Partnership 
Since no two institutions use the products in exactly the same way, 'heir individual 
requirements have a real effect on the enhancements that Datatel implements for both 
Colleague and Benefactor. Clients join together annually for national and regional users 
group meetings. 

Since joining CAUSE in 1985, Datatel has been a corporate sponsor of professional 
papers and has participated at the CAUSE annual conference through vendor presenta- 
tions, corporate suites, and corporate exhibits. 



Contacts: 

Kevin P. Young 

Manager of Marketing 
Datatel 

4375 Fair Lakes Court 
Fairfax, Virginia 22033 
703-968-9000 

In California: 
Carlos H. Valdivia 

Director of 

Western Region Sales 
415-957-9002 




Datatel corporate headquarters in Fairfax, Virginia 
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The 

Learning 
Action 1 
Plan 



A joint publication of CAUSE and 
the League for Innovation in the 
Community College 



A New Approach to 
Information Technology Planning 
J in Community Colleges 

By Jan A. Baltzer 



Focusing on what institutions of higher education 
need to succeed and survive in the information age, The 
Learning Action Plan offers the information technology 
leader on campus a blueprint for creating a unique and 
workable strategic plan for IT in support of his or her 
institution's mission. 

This new paper offers philosophical reasons for and 
pragmatic ways to design a new type of strategic plan for 
information technology in higher education using the 
Learning Action Plan model. 



This model, illustrated by the experiences of several 
community colleges, incorporates six key success 
elements not always found in traditional planning 
methods: alignment, shared vision, strategic principles, 
the IT organizational structure, business process 
reengineering, and continuous feedback. With an 
emphasis on the importance of organizational culture, 
customer communities, and current technology base, this 
model focuses on what the IT organization must do to 
remain a vital and contributing part of the institution. 



One complimentary copy of The Learning Action Plan has been sent to 
each CAUSE member campus and all community colleges in North America. 
Additional copies can be purchased for $15 from either CAUSE or the League. 
The Learning Action Plan, funded by IBM; 44 pages, 1994; $15 

Contact CAUSE, 4840 Pearl E. Circle, Suite 302E, Boulder, CO 80301 
To order, call 303*939-0310, or send e-mail to orders@cause.colorado.edu 



Participating CHEMA Members: 
ACLA 

Association of Collegiate Licensing Administrators 
ACUHO-4 

Association of College and University Housing 
Officers— Internationa] 
ACUTA 

Association of College and University 
Telecommunications Administrators 
APPA 

Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers 
CAUBO 

Canadian Association of University Business Officers 
CAUSE 
CUPA 

College and University Personnel Association 
EDUCOM 
NACAS 

National Association of 

College Auxiliary Services 
NACS 

National Association of College Stores 
NACUBO 

National Association of College and University 
Business Officers 
NACUFS 

National Association of College and University Food 
Services 
NAEB 

National Association of Educational Buyers, Inc. 
SCUP 

Society for College and University Planning 



Contract Management 
or Self-Operation 

A Decision-Making Guide 
for Higher Education 

Sponsored by CHEMA, the Council of Higher 
Education Management Associations 

As colleges and universities consider privatization of traditional 
campus functions and services, administrators must carefully weigh 
the pros and cons of contract management. 

This guide offers higher education administrators an objective 
framework for deciding how to best operate any function on campus. 

\A/ith an emphasis on the questions, stakeholders, and analysis 
required for sound decision-making, the publication helps administra- 
tors determine whether self-operation, contract management, or some 
combination of the two will best meet the goals and objectives of an 
institution's functional areas. 

The publication includes case studies and decision matrices for 
several functional areas on campus, including facilities, bookstore, 
dining services, administrative computing, child care, and security. 

Contract Management or Self Operation, 87 pages, 1 993 

$25 CAUSE and EDUCOM members, $50 non-members 

to order phone 303-93903 10, or send e-maJ to orders@CAUSE Colorado edu 
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CAUSE is an intorn.it ion a I nonprofit association dedicated to enhancing the 
administration and delkervot higher education through effective manage- 
ment and use of information technology, and to helping indi\ idual member 
representatives develop as professionals in the field of information technol- 
o«j\ management in higher education. Incorporated in 1 ( )71 . CAUSE serves 
its membership ot nearK LJOO campuses and organizations and 3,200 
in«r\ iduals rrom its headauarters at 4840 Pearl East Circle. Suite .J02E. 
Moulder. Colorado H0.301. For information phone $03-449-44 U), send 
ele< tronrt mail to into ("'CM SF.c olorado.edu. or ac c ess the CAUSE Gopher 
server at cause-gopher.cojorado.edu. port 70. 

CLAUSE is an Equal Opportunity Empkner and is dedicated to a policv that 
footers mutual respec t and equal it\ for all persons. The association w ill take 
affirmative action to ensure that it does not discriminate on the basis of age, 
toior, teligiun, creed, disability marital slatus, \eleran status, national 
origin, rac e, sex, or sexual orientation, and encourages members and other 
participants in CAUSE-related ac H\ hies to respect this polic\. 
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